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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to explore the formation 
of teachers* expectations of students* academic performance* 
First-grade teachers were inteirviewed or asked to respond to 
questionnaires concerning their pupils, and ranked their students on 
expected academic performance at tiiree periods in the school year* 
Teachers rankings of expected performance were highly stable over 
time* Metropolitan Readiness Test scores were significantly 
correlated with prior teacher rankings of expected performance* Many 
student behaviors and characteristics were identified as correlating 
significantly with teachers* rankings of expect^ed academic 
performance* [Not available in hard copy due to marginal legibility 
of original document* ] (Author) 
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FIRST GRADE STUDENT'S ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE* 
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QN. Much of the research (Flowers, 1966; Rosenthal and Jacobson I968; 

GO 

CI a I born, 1969; Jose and Cody, 1971) on teachers* expectations o pupfis' 



aodemic performance has focused largely on the self*-fu1f Ml !ng ature of 
^ su::h expectations. Many self*fu1f iltlng prophecy studies (Flowe s, 1966; 

Be(2Z, 1967; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968) were based on a resear h paradigm 
Involving the creation of expectations from fictitious student ? formation 
corfvnunlcated to the teacher by the researcher* The results from studies 
based on this paradigm have been ambiguous* Publlshe-^ studies b Clafborn 
(1969) • Jose and Cody (1971) and Fleming and Anttonen (1971) ha e failed 
to replicate the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) findings that tea her ex- 
pectations created from fictitious student Information were self fulfilling 
Fleming and Anttonen (1971) and Brophy and Good (1972) have sugg sted 
possible explanations for the effectiveness or lack of effective ess of 
fictitiously Induced expectations* 

Whether or not they are given fictitious Information, teach rs do 
ge«ierate their own expectations of pupil performance* Studies b Palardy 
1^ (1969), Ebbensen (1968), and Doyle, Hancock and Klfer (1971) hav shown 
that teacher generated expectations have been found to be accure^ e or to 

£ result In self-fulfilling prophecies* These studies have shown rela* 
tlonship between expectations generated by the teachur and measu ed pupil 
achievement* 



*Paper presented at the American Educatloral Research Association Convention 
February 27> 1973» New Orleans. The author Is now at the College of Human 
Development, The Pennsylvania State University* 
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While dif -erentfal teacher e>:pe^tdtlon$ for the academic pc rormci ice 

of students have been shown to exist and to Influence the level ' a 

student's ^cdd<^ic achievement (Roseith I and Jacobson» 1963; Pa ir^ly, 
I9f'9; Doylj, Hancock and Klfer, 197P, several Investigators (Rj l/'O; 
Hattlngs, 1966 Goodwin and Sanders, 19^9) have noted the lack c reS€*3rch 
on the foniatlon of teacher expectations* 



PUF POSE OF THE STUDY ^, 

The purpose of this study was to explore the formation of t icher 
generated expectations of students* ^caJemlc performance. Sever ' ps^^cts 
of the problem Investigated were: 1)^X^ relation between stude* : be- 
haviors and characteristics as percetve^.by the teacher and the ^acher's 
rankings o* expected academic perfoi;mancep 2) The stability over :Ime of 
teachers* rankings of expected studerft^ achievement, 3) The ablll f of 
teachers* Initial rankings of expected academic performance to p tdlct 
stvdents* scores on a school readiness test* and the possli>ie Inl uence 
of knowledge of test scores on the second teacher ranking of exp< :ted 
achievement. 



METHODS AT^O PROCEDURES 

Subject Satiple 74 female first grade teachers In the Memphis Put Ic School 

System and the Shelby Cot^nty Scti<^l System were subjects In the ,udy« 

Teachers wisre selected frbm elementary schools In white, middle ass 

coinminltles In Memphis or Shelby County; nlnety*f Ive percent of le student 

population In these schools were white. Two*thlrds of the total eacher 
subject population were white; onr-third was black. 



Procedure. Tw> experimental designs were used: one group of tt chers 
wBi requested to respond to an Adjective Description Form, ratin their 
pu.^lls or $pe:;lfled physical » socTc^! and academic characterlst s; d 
SiiZMd grcup of teachers was asked to ciscuss their pupils In U gely un** 
structured Int2rvl^s. All Inter/lcv/s were tape recorded. Bott groups 
ot* teachers were requested to rank order their pupils on expect< academic 
pc^rformance. Data from both groups of teachers were collected i each of 
three periaJs In the school year. Tiiese data periods were: The first 2 
weeks of school prior to administration of the Metropolitan Rea< ness Test; 
1 - 2 weeks after the Metropolitan Readiness Test had been scon by the 
teacher; the end of the first semester. 

The use cf two experimental designs was Intended to ascert* n vihether 
similar or compatible results would be obtained by two differen methods. 
Ft^equentlVt the factors influencing the teacher - child relatio hip have 
been Investigated by asking teachers to respond to questlonnair . or by con 
ducting highly structured Interviews. Thus, the experimenter m^ ^ be im-> 
posing or communicating his own biases or hypotheses to the sub :cts. 
The freely structured Interviews In the present study were an e: :empt to 
control for such Influences. Investigators conducting the Inte 'tews In 
tHe present study were not familiar with previous studies of fa :ors In- 
fluencing the teacher-pupil relationship and had only the limit' i Infor* 
mat Ion given the teachers concerning the purpose of the study. 



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results will be considered In terms of the 3 aspects o the 
problem stated In the purpose of the study: I Relation between cudent be 
havlors and characteristics as perceived by the teacher and the teacher's 
rankings of expected academic performence* 



Table 1 shows the correlations be :we:en teachers' ratings of 
pup.Hs on adjectives from the Adjective Description Form and teach rs* 
rankings on exrccted academic achiever cnt for each of three data p riods. 
Adjective categories relating roost highly to expectend academic ach evement 
appear to be specific work^related skl-U and abilities (reading, tten- 
tiveness. Independence In mrk)^ and canera; characteristics or a Itud^s 
(maturity^ self-control » creativity)* which are cofflmonly associate with 
achievement or success. More general work^orlented behaviors (ne ness, 
IridustrlousnesSy clarity of speech) , t s viell as social characterl Ics of 
pupHs (friendliness, helpfulness) ar^: significantly* but more mo' :rately 
correlated with expected achievement. Correlations between almos all 
laiJectlve categories and achievement rankings were highly stable a toss 
repeated samplings* Indicating that teachers ordered the relative mrortance 
of the adjectives In predicting academic achievement very early In the 
school year and were consistent In their beliefs over time. Excer for 
significant sex differences on conduct* teachers generally percel 4 the 
relative Importance of behaviors and skills listed on the Adject h t 
Description Form to be very similar for both sexes. 

Table 2 Indicates the categories from Interview data which o related 
significantly with teacl^rs* rankings of expected academic perforr ince for 
all 3 data periods* For the Interview data* significantly correl :ed cate-* 
gories of Independence In work* following directions, and neatnes ate 
similar to mrk skills and abilities listed In the Adjective Oescr ption 
Form. Likewise the category of maturity/ Immaturity was signlflcar :ly 
correlated with expected achievement rankings* 
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However^ some categories frcm ntarvlew data which are sim ar in 
content to adjectives on the Adject ve Description Form did not lave rhe 
consistent anc highly significant correlations found In results rem the 
Acjectlve Description Form, Interview categories on physical ai xactWe- 
n&ss and slze» the chl!d*s self-conf Idence, and his social inte xtfcns 
with other chUdren did not correla:e significantly with achlev lent ex- 
pectations as highly or as conslsteitly as correlations and sta llty 
coefficients from the Adjective Description Form for related cat x|orles. 

This difference may be a resuU of the procedures used In staining 
Interview and adjective form data. The teacher using the adjec ve form 
wts required to rate each student oi each pre-selected adjectiv category* 
wi)lle the Interviewed teacher was free to discuss any aspect of :he cilld. 
There may be o greater tendency for a halo effect or logical er >r to In- 
fluence adjective form ratings. The failure of Interviewed teat lers to 
mention certain categories does not necessarily mean that they I id not ob* 
served these pupil characteristics^ nor that these behaviors la ^ed Im- 
portance for the teacher. Although encouraged to do so^ the te :her may 
have been hesitant to repeat the same Information on consecutlv Inter** 
views. 

Compared to the Interview categories, the number of adject /es on the 

Adjective Description Form Is limited. Numerous additional cat jorfes from 

Interview data were found to correlate significantly with teach rs* rankings 

of expected academic achievement* Additional categories Inciuc : Tc^acher^s 

knowledge of puplPs family, her knowledge of the chlld*s presc x>l ex* 

perlencesy and her expectations and knowledge of the Hetropollt ^ Readiness 

Test scores. Several additional categories are from the categc leal 
divisions of Family and Social /Emotional Characteristics* 



Perhaps^ certain of the adjectfve form categories are more tstfrctly 
dc^^lned by several of the Intervlev categories. Interview categ ries may 
Indicate that what the teacher !s ohi^rvlng and rating Is more < verse 
a-J complex than data from the Adjective Description Form vjould ndicate. 
Thus, highly significant correlattors, comparable to those from he 
Adjective form data^ are found only when several of these distl^ t interview 
categories are added to form sum secret* 



It The stability over time of teachers' ranlclngs of expected st dent achievement. 

Table 3 shows the correlations between teachers* rankings c expected 
academic achievement across the 3 data periods. It appears that the stability 
of ranlclngs of expected acadenlc achievement Increased as the ye r progressed. 
Stability of rankings for Interview and adjective form groups ap ears to be 
similar according to size and significance level of the correla^ on coefficients. 

Although rankings of boys appear to be more stable than for girls, this 
can be explained by a larger amount of variance for boys» result ng In higher 
correlation coeff Iclents« 



III The ability of teachers* Initial rankings of expected achl«? ement to 
pr^lct students* scores on a school readiness test. 

Table k shows the correlations between Netropoltun Readlne .s Test 
scores i;nd teachers' rankings of expected academic performance f r each of 
the three data periods. It appears that teachers' first ranklnc ^f ex*- 
pected academic achlevenMt made within the first 7*8 days of sc xx>t are 
quit* accurate and are supported at a significant level by scor« from the 
Metropolitan Readiness Test, Mhlch wes administered after the f i st rankings 



of expected achievement were made, ^or all groups, the correlati m be 
tvfcen Metropolitan Readiness Test scares and the second teacher t >nk!r is 
of expected achievement are signlf Icintly higher {p<*3l) than at t 
correlations between the Hetropolltai Readiness Test scores and t le f! st 
tesc'^er ranklncs. There Is no significant difference In correla^ ons 
between HetropoIItan Readiness Test '^cores and teachers' second i yd third 
ra-^klngs. 

However, It cef^not be definitely determined from this data if .ether 
the significant differences In correlations of Metropoiitan Readl less Test 
scores and teachers* rankings fcr periods one and two are solely >r pr - 
marlly due to teachers* knowledge of test scores* Teachers had fad more 
time to observe and iMteract with pupils In the classroom by per! >d ti^i, 
ana this may have Influenced their rankings. 

Nevertheless, the stability of correlations between Metropolitan 
Readiness Test scores and teachers* rankings on Times 2 and 3 woutd se^^ to 
Indicate that knowledge of Metropolitan Readiness Test scores hao some In* 
f luence on teacher expectations. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This research was an exploratory study of factors related tc the for* 
matlon of teachers* expectations of sl4idents academic performanci * Validity 
of these results %«ould be strengthened by replication and expansl >n of this 
study for similar teacher and student populations. Comparable research 
might also be done for different grade levels^ for classes formec by 
special ability grouping^ and for certain ethnic groups. The Goc dwin and 
Sanders study (I969) %mld si^gest that different factors might ; s related 
to expected achievement rankings for older children at different grade levels 



Da 3 periods for this rMearch VMsre timed to measure the Influence of 
test so res on th^ formation of Mhlevement expectations as generated by 
the teacher* The results strongly su^^ests that knowledge of test scores 
Influen es expectations. Additional studies might be so timed to measure 
the Inf uence on expectations of other sources of Information about the 
child w ch are available to the teacher, such as registration froms, 
health scords and parent Interviews. 



Table I 

CorieUtlons of Adjectives fron At jcK:tlve Description Form with 
Teacher Achievement ^a^l 'ncis Across 3 Tine Samples ' 

TIrre Time 2 Time 



Boys Gfr s Boys Girls Boys Girls 

Very attentive to cl^»S5 
procedlngs/Ooc s not pay 

attention .70** 70** .72** .71** 

Gets along wel t with 
others/Fights, argues, 
shows aggress! /e be- 
havior .21** .37^ ^ .18** ,28** 

Very self-conf idsnt/ 

Lacks self-cor 'Idence .70** .65^* .68** .62** 

Active partlcl >ant, often 
makes comments or asks 

questions/Very quiet .50^ .3^* .^9** >3y* 

Very obedient/ dis- 
obedient, deflint .3^* * .29** .3^** 

Has very good self-control/ 
Restless, hyperactive, 

can^t sit still .3^** -^0** >34* * J»5** 

Gooii looking/ 

Unattractive .30** 

Large/Small .20** J5* 

Mature/ Immature .71** .71** .66** .67** 

Vforks very well without 
constant teacher supers- 
vision, follows Instruc** 
tlons easl1y/D>es not 
work well wlthiut constant 

teacher supervision .75** .76** .76** .69** 



Industrious, always tries 
to do his best/Lazy, often 
doesn't do his best 



•56** .61** 



Table ] 
(Continued) 



Tlire I Time 2 ?me 5 



Boys G I r ^ s Boys Girls Boy Girls 

Leader/Followe- •iiS** 

Easily understood, speaks 
very clearly/V^ry hard to 
understand (whispers, uses 

baby talk) .56** .^8** 

Has r.any frier Is/Has fev; 

friends .5^** .^6** 

Very neat/Very messy .57** .61** .51 * .53** 

Best Reader in class/Poor* 

est Feader In :lass .85** .85** *36 * .85** 

Very hcalthy/Frall , not 

healthy .37 * .38** 

Very cautious, careful/ 

Very Impulsive .A3 * .AA** 

Helpful y assists teacher or 
other children voluntarily/ 
Not notably helpful, does 
not assist teaiher or 

children voluntarily * .52** 

Creative, Imaglnatlve/flot 
notably creatl/e or 

Inaginatlve .62* .6*** 
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* p .05 
** p .01 



'lines under fairs of coefficients Indicate the following: 

_ Significant difference between sexes for adjective category or 
given cata period at .05 level 

^ ^ . Significant difference between sexes for adjective category for 
' given cata period at .01 level 



I All N's exceed k7S 



Table 2 

Categories from interview Dar.a whl:h Correlated Significant / win 
Teachers' Rankings of Expected t^cilevement Across 3 Data P iod: 



TInie 1 



Time 2 



'Ine . 



Boys nirls Boys Girls Bo ; 
Race (1-WhIte, 2-Non-whUe) -.13* -.21** -.12* -.13* -.0 
Farotiy 

Parents - dWcrced without 
remarriage; parent absent 
from home 



U/6 Negative, Family 

Sum - Negative, #20-29 
(Parents ) 

Sum - Negative, Family 

Soc la I /Emot lor aj 
Mature 



Immature, a baby 

Sim - Negative, Social/ 
Emotional 

Attitude/Motivation 
Does not try, gives 
up easily 

Classroom Behavior 
Well behaved 

Sum ' Negative, Class- 
room Behavior 

Readiness for School 
keady/prepared for school 

Has not been ts 
kindergarten 

Does not sm likenesses/ 
differences 



.02 -.18** -.13* -.11 -.1 

.11 -.21** -.16** -.18** -.1 

.08 -.18** -.10 -.15* - I 

.10 -.22** -.17** -.19** -.1 



-.36** -.31** -.2k** -.21** -.1 : 



-.10 -.12* -.05 -.13* -.0 



.12* .10 



.13* .28** .0 



.16** .11 



-.15* -.02 



.13* -09 



.03 .13* -.0 



Girls 
.13* 

-.15* 
-.15* 

-.20** 



.20** .23a* .19** .15* .0 .15* 
.39** -.38** -.2*1** -.29** -.1 * -.17** 



.U* 



.22** 



.12* 



-.25** -.33** -.37** -.41** -.3 ■* -.35** 



.1 ^ .17** 



-.16** -.20** -.18** -.19** -.1 



-.12* 



.11 




Table 2 

(Conttnued) 





Time 


> I 


Time 2 


Time 






Boys 


Girls 


ioys 


Girls 


Boys 


;T-i : 


Hardiness for School 
Poor motor coordination 


-.12* 






-.06 


-.16** 


,02 


Hat good knowledge of 
oyt!»lde wor Id 


.16** 


.09 


.20** 


.01 




12* 


Sum - Posit Ive» #73^33 
(Specific readiness Skills) 


.26** 


.08 


.25** 


.18** 


.12* 


22** 


Sum - Negative^ #73--33 


-.22** 


-.32** 


-.30** 


-.31** 


-.32** 


33^ 


Sum - Positive, Readiness 
for School 

• 


.3l»** 


.18** 


36** 


.33** 


.20** 


29** 


Sum - Negatfve, Readiness 
for School 


-.25** 


-.33** 


-.37** 


-.1,1** 


-.37** 


35** 


Oral/Verbal Skills 
Sum - Positive, Oral/ 
Verbal Skills 


.26** 


.05 


.08 


.15* 


.06 


15* 


Ubrk Related Behavior 
Does iK>t listen 




-.I*** 


-.19** 




-.08 


to 


Shows Independence In 
work 


.08 


.22** 


.21** 


.02 


.11 


18** 


Ability - Child Is bright, 
average, slow (l-brlaht, 
2~dverage, 3 -slow) 


-.15* 


-.10 


-.28** 


-.22* 


-.28** 


28** 


ChHd may fall, be 
withdrawn 


-.09 


-.29** 


-.22** 


-.28** 


-.50** 


- 4,8** 


Perceptual problem 


-.11 


-.13* 


-.12* 


.00 


-.2'*** 


- 08 


U/G - Positive 


.31** 


.25** 


.37** 


.32** 


.27** 


23** 


U/G - Negative 


-.18** 


-.16** 


-.2l»** 


-.2l»** 


-.22** 


22** 


Sum - Positive, #95-102 
(Specific work related 
behav lors) 


.27** 


.20*- 


.28** 


.11 


.20** 


20** 


Sum - Negative, #95-102 


-.31** 


-.27** 


-.18** 


-.ll»* 


-.11 


18** 


Sum - Positive, #103-107 
(Ability Statements) 


.26** 


.25** 


.31** 


.31** 




33** 
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Table 2 
(Continued) 



Time 1 



Tfme 2 



Time 3 



Work ReJ ^ted ^ ^or 
Sum - Negatlv . T i07 

Sum - PdfUfv \*>rk 

Related ^ehav >r 

Sum - Negatfv , Work 

Related Behav ir 

Sum Total - P stttve 

Sum Total - N gattve 



Boys Gtrls Boys Girls Boys Girls 

-.30** -.31** -.38** -.42** -.41** -.50** 

.1»5** .51** .i,2** .4:** .45** 

-.42** -.41** -.43** -.41** -.46** -.46** 

.46** .33** .42** .43** .31** .4C** 

-.47** -.49** -.49** -.47** -.43** -.44** 



* p < .05 
** p < .01 



All N's exce 1 275 
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Table 3 

Sta nity of Teachers* Rankings of Expected Student Achievement 

Across Three Time Samples' 



Qiuestlonnalre Interview 

lis Jzi Time 2-3 Time 1-3 Time 1-2 Time 2>3 Time 1-3 

Boys 69 . 82 M .68 .86 . 60 

Girls 67 .81 .61 .68 .85 .58 



^ All N's 8xce i 250 

All f'£ Stat stlcally significant at p ^ .01 -j 
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Table k 

Correlation of HRT Scores and Teacher Rankings of 
<pected Student Achtevefflent Across Three Time Samples 



Boys 
Girls 



Tf sj. 
53** 
56** 



Qjuestlonnatre 



Interview 



T ime 2 
.80** 
.75** 



Time 3 
.75** 
.71** 



Time 1 
.60** 
.61** 



Time 2 
.79** 
.79** 



Time 3 
.72** 
.78** 



** p < .01 
1 



All N's cxct id 250 



